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Financing Rural Schools in New York State

The Facts & Issues

3

by Dawid H Monk and

James R Bliss

Bavid Monk 15 an assistant professor and
James Byiss a graduate siydent in educational
admunistration i the deparment of educabon,
New York State Coliege of Agnculture and Ufe
Sciences, Cornell Unwersity, Ithaca. New York

introduction

The Lewvitiown versus Nyquist de-
cision has prompted a renewed and
ngorous debate over the allernative
means that might be employed to
finance elermentary ang Secondary
schools in New York State ' The case
focused atteation on the aliegedly
unconstituhonal link thal exists De-
tween the property wealth of a school
distnct and the educational oppor-
tuntties the disirict 1$ able 1o provide
The onginat suit was brought by 27
schoo! distnctsin 13 countias as well
as by 12 children who attended school
in 7 of the plantff distncts The court
granted a second group of plainiffs
the nght 10 intervene i the ligation
Thts group. known as the plamnnft
intesvenors. included the boards of
education of the &g four ¢ities 1n the
state (New York Cily. Rochester,
Buffalo, and Syracuse) The imesrve-
nors argued that the stale not only
permits an unccnshtutional ink to
exist between the fiscat capacity of a
distrct and the prowision of educa-
tional opportuniiies, but compounds
the inustice by relying on flawed
measures of fiscal capacity that arli-
ficially inflate the percewed abilty of
oy distrcts o support education
The intervenors also argued 1hat the
state fanls 1o recognize the exlra Cosls
associated with operating schools in
urban setiings -

Judge Kingsley Smith handed down

his ruling in June 1978 Persuaded by
the menits ol hoth the plamuif and the
plaintiff mtervenor arguments. Judge
Smithssued an opinion that included
an arliculate discussion of the fiscal
problems faced by large urban school
districts in New York 5fate in October
1981. the Appellate Dwsion of the
Stale Supreme Court upheld Judge
Smilh's ruling The case 1S currently
under appeal
Since the onginal decision, the
governor and the board of regents
appointed a special task force to
“assembie the necessary background
mformation o igsues of cquakization
and to prepare allernale ap-
proaches to a soluton™ This task
force, the New York State Special
Task Force on Equity and Excelience
in Education. quickly devzloped an
ambitious résearch agenda that in-
cluded an analysis of the many diffi-
cult policy guestions raised In the
Lewvittown decision
Given the urban flavor of the judge's
opiron. ¢ was not SUIpnsINg to ob-
serve the heavy emphasis the fask
force placed on the issues brought to
ight by the big four cites in thewr
intervening brief For example. in addi-
tion fo studies of cost differentials 1hal
exist around the state, the task force
commissioned a study of municipal
overburdens —the coslly noneduca-
tional services that 1arge municipaiilies
must provide It s argued that these
burdens dimirish the capacity of large
citics to provide educational services

As the debate within the task force
developed, tt became Increasingly
clear that policymakers had given
insufficient altention to the fiscal
problems faced by rural school dis-
tncts in New York State Cerlan
members of the task force. as wel as
others from educational organizations
around the state including the newly
estabhshed Rural Schools Program at
Comell Unwersity. raised objections
1o the research agenda thal was
being followed by the {ask force They
also questioned-tertasn methodologi-
cal aspeets of ithe research Thex
chijectons focused on tw fecik of
allention given o rurat schools N
general and to the heavy use of Ine
nonmelropolilan calegory o represent
rural schools When analyses are
made of the many types of distncts
Ihat jall under the nonmelropoitan
heading. many polentially important
relationships are averaged out of the
analysis Frequenily. ihe average for
this category .00ks similar to the siate
average. thi, leads lo the potentially
erroneous conciusion ihat rurai {non-
metropolitan} distncls do nol difier
from nonsural distncts in the state.

The crtics also obr :cled lo the use
of pupl-weighted gures 16 depict
relationships betweer distnict back-
ground charactenstics. such as the
level of enrollment. and distnct spend-
ing practices Pupl-weghted hgyres
result from procedures that sysiemsg-
heally deemphasize the importance
of the numerous small distnicts in the
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state These procedures are appro-
prate if the researcher 1S inlerested In
making generalzalions about the
average student But i the goal of the
analysis s to eéxplore the nature of the
state s responsibiiity for prowding
wducational opportuniies for all stu-
dents an exclusve relance on pupl-
weighted analyses can obscure sern-
ous equities in the state ad formula
that affect small scnool distncts

The task force responded 1o theso
Lnhcisms by Commissioning a study
ut the implications of the Lewttown
Jeision for inancing rural schools
This study 15 now complete and was
camed nut by a faculty team in the
Department of Educalion of the Col-
lege of Agnculture and Life Sciences
at Comoll University The findings
from th study sl inform the debate
that wili be conducted over the next
fea years about the New York State
Legistature s cunstitutional respuns:-
bility to finance cural schools

Desigh of the Study

A major purpose of the study was
to promute an Understanding of how
certain s mlural features of school
chgtrinte athor creals migh lax
rates or redur 2 educational OpLr-
tunities for students The study focused
on the consequences of chstnet char-
actenshcs that met two criena fiest
the characlensucs had to be com-
moniy found in distncts that puople
ituttively teink of as bemng rural
sec. nd there had o be some reason
for beleving that tiese Characterstics
coukd conlnbute ether to taxpayer
burdens or 1educed educationai «p-
portunitics Six district charactenstics
meeting these cntegna were denbiied
(11} small-scale. i2) poputahdn spar-
aity. 131 distnct isolation within a
BOCES 41 dechne n enroliment,
particuiarly when it accurs 1n small
districts. (3) rapid increases in full-
vai.¢ propety wealth. and {6) large
discrepancies between income and
property-based measures of wealth

To determine the consequences of
these six charactenstics. tte resource

Q _

allocation practices of schoo! districls
as measured by budget, stathng. and
salary data were examined Students
performance on slandardized achieve-
ment tests (PEP lesis) was also exam-
mned These data are routinely col-
lected by varous agencies of the
stale education departtment and In-
clude information frofm every regutar
K -12 district ins the state

To avoid the cnticisms of usi:
pupi-weighted district leve! data, dis-
tricts were not weghted by the number
of pupils they serve Althaugh this s
approptiaie in ight of the attention the
task force had already given to pupil-
weighted analyses. the results of Cor-
neil's study must be interpreted with
care because the numercus small
districts in the state account for only a
small fraction of the Pupils In the state
indeed. In 1978 79, the 67 smallest
districts in the state enrolied only 1 3
percent uf the students in the sarmple

This builetin presents only a small
pr »portion of the findings presented to
1ha task force and tocuses on those
findings that are fikely to inlerest
school adrmurvstrators schoor board
members parents and taxpayers A
more deta; dreport of the findings s
availabie from the Department of Egu-
calion at Comell Universily

Results of the Study

Scale of Operation

Thi ratiunale tor exolonng the con
sequernces of a small-scaie operation
15 relatively straighttorward Because
of tre indvisble nature of cortain
vducational resources 1€ g adm "S-
trative oOf teacher $Crvices) anu be-
cause small scale operations ave
unabie 10 take advantage of the bone-
fits of specianzation. 1t Coste mMore I
small distrnicts o achieve thy samc
resulls than it does in Othensse QQUIv-
alent large distnclts it certain results
cost more to acheve In small districts.
severdl possible Consequences can
be magined (a} small disincts can
economize by cutling down on either
the diversity of therr services or on ihe

quality of ther services. (b} small’

districts can spend at higher levels
than do Qlrierwise eguivalent districts
and impose the altteidant costs on
taxpayers, or (c) small districls can
ent.ourage employees. students, and
parents to work harder and, in eftect
finance the oxtra costs through the
use of these nonpur.nased resources
For example without 1educing thar
teaching efforts. teachi_:s might per-
form lasks that are ordinanly pet-
formed by administrators

Spenging Levels. Table 1 provides
informaton about expenditure levels
in small distncts compared with large
districts Al 670 regular K-12 districts
wore ranked by scale las measured
by the TAPU® pupi count) and were
divided into ten equal groups Means
and standard dewiations for a sernes of
variables were calculated tor each of
the ten group.

It appears tnat the smadilest districts
In the state spend at. retatively high
levels on a per pupl basis Further
analysis has revealed. however. that
this result can be misteading Specifi-
cally. the large standard dewiation
associated with the smallest districts
reflects the amount of vanatton that
exists among the smallest 67 distncts
IN 1he state It is also indicative of how
dangerous it 1S to make generalizations
about. this grouping of districls A
case-by-rase examination of these
67 districts revealed thattwo districts,
Fishers and Shelter Island. tend to
vlevate the average expenditure lovel
for all 67 distncts When these two
districts are excludied from the sample,
the mean for the general fund per
pupil fa'ls from $2527 10 $2393 Fur-
ther analysis also r2vealed that small-
scaie districts actually spend loss
than large-scale distnicts on a per
pupl basis when appropnate statistical
controls are apphed Does this len-
dency 1o spend less in small districts
constitule lack of interest in education
by taxpayers® From a policymaking
perspective, this 1s a substantive
question and raises another issue To
whal deqree are disincls likely {o use
ncreased state aid resulting  from
5Choul Tinance rotorm Yo reduce ocal

*Total adable pupil Lnits
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TABLE 1

Relationships between expoidifure levels and patierns and school district scale, 1978-79

1 2 3 4 5 6
Local Levy *
Dwaded by
General Fund Full Vatue Local Levy Expendeure Expeadaure Expenditure
Tolal Adakl Expendiure {tax rate Dmacted by per Pupil on per Pupd on per Pupik on
Pupil Units per Pupl in mills) Locat Income  Inslruchon Transpontation  Boces
Dsinct Decdes™  Mean SDt Mean SD Mean SO Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
< 566 2527 1074 130 30 " o8 05 1359 549 158 66 162 a2
566- 933 2184 373 134 25 06 03 1192 239 144 35 145 46
934-1303 2285 500 144 34 05 02 1250 316 136 49 107 44
1304-1553 2274 553 148 44 05 02 1243 328 132 47 94 43
1554-1968 2347 598 1519 52 04 02 1319 381 122 49 98 a5
1969-2549 2314 650 155 42 05 03 127v 363 129 42 76 21
2550-3311 2464 664 175 47 05 02 1398 424 119 48 75 34
3312-4472 2592 666 199 55 +85 02 1486 417 117 49 73 36
447:-6962 2633 479 213 54 05 02 1511 316 119 44 68 39
>6962 2607 513 23 63 06 03 1508 322 99 K'3] 54 30
All Distnicts 2423 630 167 46 05 03 1354 373 127 46 a5 a4
N+ 870 '

“Deciles are nonpumi-weghted (each represents 10% of the disincls and includes ali reguiar K-12 dishicts with 1he excephon of the

‘g 57 disincis)

+Standard Jeviation. @ measure of vanabon among the distrcis

taxes rather than to ennch educabonal
programs?

" The hoires also prunt to a relabon-
shipbetween the size of a district and
what 1t spends on instruction Once
again. the high figures for the smalest
distncts are accounted for by Fishers
and Shelter Island Amung disiiCts
that zoend the sarie amount or: edu-
caton n general. smaller disincts
tend to spend less than larger distncts
on instruction How might one explair
this resuit”?

One explanation i< that small dis-
tncts tend to spend more on frans-
portalion Because small distncls tend
to be localed In Sparseiy-Setlied areas
ir-0 43) and, bec ause sparsily 1S posi-
tively related to transportation costs
per pupll (r-0 33}, it 15 plausible
conclude that scale affects lranspor-
tation through sparsity.® Because the
state remburses transportation expen-
ditwres at a high nominal rate, how-
ever, it 15 nol clear that ransportation
draws resources away fromanstruction

in ways that foster inequihies between
smalt and large districts

Cniomn & nf table 1 prowdes infgr.
malion about the relationship between
the scale of a distnict and itS partici-
pation in BOCES programs Clearly.
small districts tend to spend more per
pupil on BOCES services than do
large districts But it also appears that
there 1S Considerable vanation in the
degree to whrh small dstricts sub-
scribe to BOCES services Tnis vana-
tion may be a cause for concemn
because it may mean {hat some small
districts are unable to take advantage
of the services BOCES offers This
possibility was examined and the re-
sults are reporled in the /solabon
section of this builetin

Resource Allocatlon Practices.
Columns 7, 8, and 2 of table 1 prowide
insight intu some of the consequences
of a small-scale operation for distncl
resource allocation practices Smaller
districts tend o have higher teacher-
pupi! ratios than larger distnicts Even

amung distncls that spend the same
amount on educalion. the smalter
distrcis hirg more tleachere per pupt
Because of the indwvisible nature of
teacher resources. small school dis-
tncts may have little choice but to
operale with smaller ulasses than do
iarde aistncts that spend at the same
overall level per pupil

Ho . do small distncts tinance ther
small class sizgs? Four possibilties
come lomind First, they can purchase
fewer nonteacher resources lo ofi-
st the cosis of small class size The
figures suggest thal smail distrcts
rnake do with fewer nonteaching pro-
fessionai stalf

I cuntrast to the tendency of small
school districts 1o hre fewer non-
teaching prolessionals. small districls
lend to hire more paraprofesSional
a:des per pupll than large disincts
This result 15 surpnsing ) raises a
question gabout the degree to which
small districls see haing paraprofes-

sional ades as a relatively inexpensive

)
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7 8 9 10 1 12
Percentage of
Full-Time Siudenis Falling
Nonteaching Full-Tirne Betow Minmal
Fuli-Time Professionals Paraprofes. Beginning B A Beginning M A Competency as
Teachers per per 1,000 sionai Staff"per - Teacher Salary Teacher Salary Measured by the
1,000 Pupits Pupils 1.000 Pupils ($) %) PEP Test
Mean 8§D Mean SO Mean SO Mean” SO Mean SO Mean SO
630 165 58 37 48 43 9,566 936 10575 1373 19 06
521 57 56 22 49 33 9,896 749 10809 863 18 05
528 62 58 23 39 29 R 10,042 997 11.0H 1.357 17 05
515 47 56 16 39 36 \10.087 1,226 11,136 1590 15 05
512 44 62 22 36 36 10,514 1193 11662 - 1,639 16 05
515 53 59 22 41 s 10179 1104 11382 1.356 17 06
516 48 68 19 49 30 10690 1267 1956 1690 16 06 Q’-}v
499 48 73 28 29 33 11.100 1,209 12.457  1.706 15 06
498 49 71 22 24 31 11220 1141 12647 1453 15 07
. 505- 51 73 20 23 28 1471 1061 = 12744 . 1422 15 06
523 70 63 24 37 33 10.481 1.222 11699 1632 16 06
n=670

*Oeciles are nonpupit-wéighted (each represents 10% of the distncts and includes all reguiar K- 12 districts with the exception of the

big 5 districts)

+Standard dewat;gn. a measure ¢f vanaton among the distncls

means of promoting specialization in
the r instructional programs

A sccond means of iinanuing smal
class size 15 tospay lower salares to
teachers Findings indicate that small
districts tend 10 provide lower teachers’
salaries than larger districts More-
over the premium accorded starting
teachers with master’s rather than
t acheior s degrees s posiively related
to s¢ e In ontrast to larger distrcts,
small districts appear to pravide fewer
incentives to teachers to acquire ad-
vanced {raining

A third means of financing small
class size invelves the distrbution of
assignments among schooi personnel
I¥ teachers in small disticts perform
the tasks ordinanly performed by ad-
ministrators in large districts and also
continue to perferm therr teaching
dulies, the teachers, in effect, under-
write the costs of smaller < ‘asses by
working harder than leack S0 largar
districts  If teachers px form these
administrative tasks and 1=:0nd by

reducing therr teaching efforts. the
cost1s shifted to students in the form
ol reduied eveis Ul insiruchunai ser-
vices Urforiunately, aside from anec-
dotal evidence. it was not possible to
examine the extent to which this
option 15 pursuer)

Finally. districts have the option of
reducing the diversity of their curncular
offerings I¥ fewer courses are offered.
classes will be larger in that area of
the curnculum where cowses are
combined Taxpavers will benefit. but
presumably at the expense of studenis
who must contend with reduced
cpportuniies lo recewve speciahzed
nstruction

Although it may be inappropnate to
ink ewidence regarding spending
levels and resource allocabon prac-
uces with aggregate measures of
pupi performance on standardized
examinialions. It is potenbally instruc -
tive fo compare the performance of
pupils w0 smail distncts with those In
large distncts Contary to what s

commonly beleved. small schools
tend to have higher percentages of
neir stugents 1all beiow he minmum
level of competency as defined by the
state than do larger schools it appears
that disproporhicnate numbers of stu-
denls in small disincts are faling to
achieve what the stale considers min-
imal levels of competency Moreover.
this result hoids when conltrols are in
place for background charactenstics
such as the property wealth of the
district

Willingness to Pay. Is 1t safe to
conciude that because Small districts
spend less than large distrcts. tax-
pavers in smal distncts are less in-
terested m educalion” Column 2 of
table 1 reveais a positive relationship
belween the tax rate a school district
imposes and the scale of the district
It appears that smad distncts tend to
impose low 1ax rates and large distnicls
tend to impose high (ax rates

These resulls are largely consislent
with the claym that small schools. in

' 6
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TABLE 2

Relatlonships between expenditure levels and patterns and school district sparsity, 1978-79

Py 2 3 a 5 6
-
’ Local Levy
Sparsity Divided by
{enrolied pupns General Fund Full*Value Local Levy Expenditurg Expendiiure-  Expendidure
per square Expenciture {tax rate Dinded by per Pupil on per Pupil on per Pupi
mile) per Pupil n miflS) Local income . Instruction Transporiabon  on BOCES
Disirict Decies® Mean SD+ Mean SO Mean  SD Mean SD Mean SO Mean S$O
<683 2337 4aM 130 31 0837 0446 1263 228 163 47 150 79
.683- 1079 2123 313 139 26 0524 0190 1144 372 149 29 131 50
1080- 1650 2122 396 134 21 0447 0142 1161 254 145 37 110 48
1651 2308 2109 30 139 22 0413 0189 1128 13 27 3@ 99 34
2310- 3449 2057 233 142 30 0399 0175 144 125 126 36 az 33
3450 7103 2226 378 161 30 0444 0182 1229 216 132 38 78 37
7104-.6213 2549 587 185 49 0507 0209 1447 364 129 51 88 50
162 14-453 33 2746 722 197 57 0584 0370 1558 a1 117 51 75 46
453 84-899 40 2927 712 213 6 0553 0268 1703 435 93 48 6% 50
>899 40 2923 499 237 70 0581 0250 1730 324 B8 40 64 34
Al Distrects 2415 486 168 43 0528 0257 1355 287 127 41 95 48
=552

‘Deciles are nonpupi-weighted {each represents 10% of the distncts and includes all reguiar K- 12 districls with the exceplion of Lhe

“big 5 AiSInCis)

+Standard dewation, a measure of vanaton among the distncts

general. fend to be low spending
districts that lax themselves at rela-
el low lovels A different type of
relationsh'p, however. 1s revealed
when the level of local spending 1S
compared with 2biity 1o pay as meas-
ured by income {rather than property
wealth) Instead of finding that small
distnicts spend less of lher income
than large distncis on education—a
fiinding that would be consistent with
the thesis that smalt districts are low-
efforl distncis—it appears that small
distncts lend o spend the same. if not
a higher percentage of their income,
on education as larger distncts In-
deed, the smallest distnicts spend a
highet fraction of ther inCome on
education than any of the other dis-
tncts, and this result holds even when
the two atypical distncts (Fishers and
Bhelter Island) are removed from the
analysis
" Anincome-based measure of effort
or withry,ness to pay shoutd Be more
refined than the vanables considered

in column 3 of table 1 Refined figures
would account for the ncomes of
thoco ltoxpoyers who own properly
within a givendistrict but reside else-
where Qne conclusion of this study,
however, is thal an exclusive relance
on property tax rates 1o measure local
effert™is inappropnale and that it is
premature to ConClude that small dis-
tnets are low-effort distncts

Sparsity

Whats trye for small chsticts com-
pared with large distncts 1s also true
for sparsely-seltled distncts Compared
with denSely-Settled distncls Table 2
reports re suit3 that are quite similar to
those found in table 1

When considenng the effects of

sparsily on transportation ¢osts and
practices. it 1s apparent from lable 3
that sparsely-settled districts spend
more per pupil on fransporfation than
‘do more densely-Setiled dhstnots

ﬂoreover. the rato of approved 10
tolal expeaditures s relatively low for
the most ang the least spaiseiy-
settled disincts in the state Bot.
densely-seltied distncis and sparselv-
settled chstncts {ace relatively low
effective aid ratios Sparsely-seltied
distncts spend a larger fraction ot
their transportation budgets on distnicl-
operated tranSportalion serwices
Sparsely-seltied districis also tend 10
transport fewer nonallowed® pupils
than do more densely-settted distncls
The latter two hndings have unpli-
cations tor the rate at which the stase -
provides aid for transportation Fhe
greater the lendency for a distnct to
transport nonaliowed pupiis. the jlower
the rate at which ad 1s prowided for
transportabon Hence. 1t 1S not Sur-
pnsing to find that densely-setlled
distncts, given their tend .nCy to trans
port fairly hugh number$ of nonaflowed

mgs ul transputhing nonallowed
pupile gre rid el sed by the Stale




——— 505

7 8 9 0 " 12
' Percentage of ’
Stuctents Faling
Full-Time - Betow Mirumal

Full-Tir e Nonteaching Full-Time Para- Beginning B A, Beginning M A Competency as
Teachers per Professionals per professional Stat Teacher Salary Teacher Salary Measured by the
1 000 Pupils 1000 Pupits per 1000 Pupis (% (5 PEP Test
Mean SO Mean SD Mean SD Mean SO Mean SD Mean $D
576 122 53 20 L% 43 9817° 702 10 747 ] 20 06
52 7 60 56 32 44 29 9567 583 10.509 728 19 05
520 60 54 19 49 32 9665 697 10,582 1065 18 05
505 52 55 18 39 . 30 9.749 601 10 692 691 17 05
500 40 60 23 30 26 9.895 753 10.887 902 17 05
500 54 60 17 42 36 10355 804 11425 991 16 04

—5856. .70 . _17..__33 35 .. 10944 _ 1174 1218t 1554 14 04
517 49 69 24 26 38 11055 1332 12.586 1‘(10 13 06
535 67 75 24 26 35 11698 1083 13.272 1482 15 06
532 63 80 25 24 29 11683 1031 13388 1443 16 07
52 2 66 64 22 37 34 10480 1212 11694 1622 16 05
N = 652

*‘Detiles areg nonpupil-weaghted Leach raPresents 10% of the disincts and inCludes ali regular K- 12 distrcls with the excephon of the

big 5 distncts)

*Standard devration, a measure of varation among the distncis

students face relatvely low levels of
transportation aid as a fraction of thewr
fransporiabon éapendiures

The wilingness to fransport non-
allowed pupls is not a reason for the
0w rate at which the state matches
transfonaton expenditures in sparsely
setied distrcls These districts tend
to transporl nonaliowed pupils rela-
tively infrequently An alternative expla-
natiuit for the low matChing rates in
sparsely-settled distncts invulves the
party issue Dunng the penod under
study. the state disallowed certan
expenditures that disincls operating
ther own fleets incurred and. at the
sametime approved analogous expen -
ditures made by districts relying on
contracted services

Isolation

~In analyaing the relationships be-
lween scale of operativn and spending

pallerns. ¢ surpnsiny amount of vana-

tion was found in tne level at which
small districts spend for BOCES ser-
vILED  THIS  vdUdiun 1s  putentaily
troubiing because  the concept of
shared services that the BOCES pro-
gram embodies conshtutes a wiable
means of offsething many of the costs
that srnali-scale entails To the exlent
that this s frue. the inabiity or unwil-
ingness of small distncts to parhicipate
in BOCES programs ¢ an have adverse
imphcations for both students and
taxpayers )

In lght of this. researchers tned to
identify impediments that imit the
abiity of distncts o parhcipate in
BOCES programs The termsolation
was used to refer 10 these inpedi-
ments. and two distinct types of 1so-
iation were considered Firsl, an
isolated disinct was defined as one
that i» different 1n some fundamental
way from the olher districts in the
local BOCES The example thal is
frequently gwen for ths type of 1so-
lation involves a situabon where a

rural distnct with interests in shared
basic services 1s surrounded by subur-
pan OISINCIS witn interesis N mors
specialized services such as instruc-
tion 10 dance and the visual ars
The second lype of isolation was
measured by the number of miles
between the local distnct and the
" nearest regional BOCES center This
was iabeled as geographic 1solation
Even where districts are quite similar
to their neighbors. it stydents have to
spend excessive tme in transif on a
reqular pasis. this can Seriously re-
duce the wilingness of the distncls to
parbicipate in BQCES programs
The hrst step in this analysis was 1o
document the degree of 1solation that
exisls within the stale Findings showed
a considerable degree of isolation
For example, 246.districts in the stale
A1e situated in a BOCES whe'e. on
the average, they are ether smaller,
weaithier, or geographiCally larger than
therr fellow cooperating distncts More-
over, there are 47 regular K-12 dis-
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TABLE 3 x
Relatlonships between selected characteristics of transportation services and school district sparsity, 1 8-79
1 . 2 3 4, . 5-
Expenditures on
Approved Dsinet-Oparaled .
Transportaticn Stale Al for Transporiation Percentage of
Expendilures Transpotalion Services Dmided Transporied Pupils
Sparsity {enrotted Expendilure Devded by Totas Divded by Total  _ by Total - Considered Non-
pupils per sguare per “upll on Transportalion Transporiation Transponiahon attowed for aid
mule) Transpenalon Expenddures Expenditures Expendaures Purposes
Oistunt Decies” Mean S.D.t Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean S.D
<683 163 47 88 08 \ 70 13 78 207 10 08 -
683- 1079 149 9 ar - il 71 12 7S 17 07 05
1080- 1650 145 91 08 ~.73 1 81 24 ¢ 08 06
16.51- 2309 127 32 92 05 77 12 83 23 09 09
2310~ 3449 126 36 94 07 76 09 70 35 07 05
3450- 7103 132 ] 38 94 08 75 09 72 35 09 ) 07
7104-16213 129 51 93 09 7? ‘ 08 55 42 12 08
162 14-45383 117 51 8% 12 73 ) 12 38 36 . 19 16
453 84-899 40 99 46 87 14 69 15 22 .30 20 15
+ >899 40 L. 88 40 85 15 66 14 3 24 24 17
All Distncls 127 44 90 1t 72 12 59 38 13 12
N®=B52 .

*Deciles are nonpupll-weighted (each represents 10% of the dlstr-cts and inCluges ali reguiar K-12 dustnus with the excephion of the

“big 5" distacts)

+Standard dewviation, 8 measure of vartation among the distncts

tricts in the state that are more than
25 miles away from the nearest
BOCES prograin 3
The secona slep in the analysis
involved checking 10 see whether
district isotation makes a ditference in
the degree to which indivdual districts
particinate in BOCES programs In
general. these analyses showed that
distnct ssolation was ndt related sys-
temalically to the level of spending
per pupil on BOCES services Although
this may suggest that 1solation posas
no feal hardships for school districts,
several points should be kept in mind
First, isolated districts may have lttle
choice over ther level of parkcpation,
especially if the services are man-
daled by lhe slale Second. the fact
that geographic isolation is not sys-
temalcally related to participation
ievels of distncls suggests that Sub-
stantial numbers of sludenls are tra;
veling between 50 and 120 miles a
day on a regular basis Third, lhe
measure of paricipalion used in this

study 1s at best a first approximation
of the average level of paricipahion n

_ ati BOCES programs A more refined

measure that examines paricipation
in specific programs rﬁay reveal dif-
ferent resulls

These points suggest that the ef-
fe2ls of 130lation deserve more atten-
tion A senes of case studies could®
provide the state with the information
it needs to assess the impact® of
isoiation On educationai opportunities
Unlil these case studies are compiete,
it would be unwise todraw conclusions
about the impact of jsolation on the
cost and delivery of educalional
services

Changes In Enrollment

The chief reason for expecling en-
rolment change. specifically enroll-
ment decline. fo make a difference in
the allocation of educalional résources
stems from the dea thal certain ng-

-

idities exist wythin 3chool systems that
make 1t difficut for officials to respond
quickly to an abrupt or unanhcipatad
change n enroiiment. An example
would include provisions in teachers’
contracts that may ether retard the
speed at which & distnCt's taculty 1s
reduced or alfect the willingness .of
adrministralors to reduce staff in dis-
thcts expenencing decline. it was
found that districls expenencing the
greatest percentage of enroliment
dechine tend 10 spend at hgh levels
per pupy on the general fund as well
as on expenditures direcliy related to
instruction As one mighl expect. these
distncts also operale with relatively
high teacher-puptt ratos. somewhat
higher nonteaching professional per
pupd ratios. and lower paraproles-
sional aide per pupi ralios.
One'ihesis that was tested in this
study was lhe claim thal an equivalunt
decline in percenlage lerms 1S more
burdensome in a distncl hat 1s already
small compared wilh a large distnct.

3



This phenomenon whs examined by
checking to see whether the impact
of & given percentage declne n en-
roliment varies depending on the scale
of the distrnict A stronger relationship
was found belween the percentage
change in enroilment and spending
levels as well as teacher-pupil ratios
in the smaller distrcts These results
are consistent with the argument that
a loss of 5 pescenl of the studentwm
body ina small district 1s more senous
than the loss of 5 percent in a large
district The slate may have a respon-
sibility ror treating declining small dis-
tricts differently from declining iarge
districts Currently. no such distnchion
15 drawn

Measuring Abiiity to Pay

Altention is given here to burdens
that stem from he slate S inaccurate
determination of a scheool disirict s
abuity 1o pay for educational services
Researchers analyzed the impact of
changes in full-vaiue property weaith
over ime and studed the iImphcations
of a farge discrepancy between a
schodi distnct § property and income
measures of wealth

T

Changes in Properly Wealth. To,
measure changes n full-value propery
wealth over a recent 5-year perod.
information was collected about dis-
lricts’ property wealth forthe 1973-74
school year and for the 1978-79
school year These lwo hgures were
used to calculate the percentage
change in full-value propery wealth
tor each of the reguiar K- 12 distncts
inthe state Table 4 shows the results
of comparing the average percentage
gain in psoperty wealth for rural dis-
tncts with the average gan of non-
rural districts A gural distncl was

* defined as having fewer than 1553

students (TAPU) and fewer than 23
students enrolled per square mile
Ouring the 197 4-79 perod. property
wealth had been nsing at a higher
rate in fural school districts than else-
where This result comobirates the
findings of numerous efforis by rural
school ofticials to document difter-
encesin growth rates of rural districts
compared wilh other school districts *
what 15 potentially importani about
this finding 1s that it holds in 'general
for a coltechion of school districts thal
have ©nly their smali-scale and
sparsely-setiled populations in com-
mon This result  ...not be attnbuted

»

TABLE 4

Average percenlage increases in fuli-value weaith over time lor selected

categsries of school distiicts, 1974-79 .

. Mean Percentage

*, Increase n Fuil-Value
s Property Wealth so- P

Whole Sample 1042 625 635
Dustricts with fewer than 1533 students
\TAPU) and, with fewer than 23 09
students enrolled per sqQuare mile 1408 446 205
Districts with tewer than 933 students )
(TAPU) and with fewer than 10 79
pupils enrolled per square mile 1608 506 o1
Disincts with more than 2550 students
(TAPU) and with more than 71 03 pupus,
enrolled per square mile . R 730 693 189
Disincts with more than 4.473 studenis
(TaP) and with more than 453 83 pupus .
enrolled per square mlle 729 1127 65

‘@landard dewalion a measure Of vanalion among the discls

—

10 ynusual events occurnng in a single
county or region of the state it 1s a
result that applies 0" a substantal
number of school districts located in
more than 41 counties in the stale

According to rural school officials
and distrct residents, the rapid rise in
the full vaiue of rural distncts relative
to other districts 1s due tb speculation
and 1s mdre accurately thought of as
paper wealth and not real 9rowth
the rural distncts ability to finance
education If this asSeryoh has meri.
it should be possible (o show that the
nature of the impac! of an equivalent
gain in property wealth in~a school
district depends on whether the disirct
15 located in a rural area of the slale
When this analysis was carned out, it
was found that the re’lanonsmp be-
tween gains in property wealth and
spending ievels was significantly dif-
ferent for the rural districts

Although this result cannot be used
to justifv the claims rural people make
about tne paper wealth [ henomenon,
itis_consistent with wha. ane would
expect to find i the paper weaith
aliegations have ment It follows that
the state¢ would be well-advised to
distnguish between gains in real
weaalth that are real in the sense that
they are permaneni and those that
¢re temporary or arhficial Further re-
search s necessary hefore the appro-
priate response by the state can be
determined

Discrepancies in Wealth Meas-
ures, The chscrepancy between piop-
erty ang income measures of wealth
18 the finat backgreund charactensiic
that was examined n this study To
measure the discrepancy that can
exist N a Jdistrict between property-
and ncome -based measures of ability
to pay. districls were ranked by hoth
income and property wealth and. for
each distnct, the lwo rankings were
compared Table 5 dlustrates these
discrepancies All districts falling into
cells that are off the 1ortheasl south-
west diagonal of table 5 are. 10 some
degree. faced with a discrepancy
between ther income and property-
based measures ot weallh Several
interesting results can be founid in this
lable for exampie. & appears thal

C
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expenditures are not sensitive to in-
come levels for the fow property wealth
dstrcts  For the muddle and high

wealth distncts, the expected positive.

refalionship between expenditures and
income 1S obtained Moreover. tor the
low-income wealth districts. higher
levels of properly weaith appear 0
have Iittle influencé on spending levels
uhtil the upper quarule of the property
wealth distrbution 1s reached Finally.
ass might be expected. districts that
have the same property wealth but
different fevels of income recewve

roughly the same amount of operaling
ad per pupld -
Further analysis showed {hat the
small and sparsely-seitled disiricts
tend to be concentrated in the cells of
table 5 that indicate tugh levels o
properly wealth relative to income
weaith Specifically. 65 percent of the

. distncts faling info celis to the left of

the northeast/southwest diagonal of
the table have fewer than 1553 pupis
and fewer than 23 pupils per square
mile Of the 16 distnicts that fall into
the extreme northwest cell of the

]

table. 13 or 81 percent of the distrcls
are small and sparsely seitled

These resuits suggest that any move-
ment foward an incredsed use of an
income-based measure of waal.l will
work {o the advantage of most rural
districts Indeed. ol the 202 distacts
classihed as beng rural, only 13 jook
substantially wealthier in incom= than
in propeny

Researchers examined the potential
impact the vanous income ddust-
ments currently being considerea by
the task force would have on rural

A ]

TABLE S T N
New York Stale regular K-12 school districts by weelth chatacleristics. 1978-79 _
Equalized ' '
Property Gross income per pupil (TAPU)
Wealth . ¢ .-
per Pupll :
{RWADA)
o Lowest Quartie ’ Middie Two Quarlies Fhghest Quarties
<8514427 $14427 26 141 826 1.1
Me.an S50 ] Ao ‘ S - Mes i A
Highest Quartiie ceewery 5 o1 Wt b wore ;\1‘
F xLwsrs e rer 2711 510 Fage ottt 2726 633 NYIETEN 3351 817
th £ o AT )
>$80 538
e e Qe e 3 Sere o peowey N i
Aroerd g, 565 197 ¥ oLaeeesop £33 143 Vw0, L05 109
n o 16 N 48 v 106
Mideie Two e s .03 poa b o e r '
Quarties Lagane, 2089 215 Supentn 2214 330 et 2521 290
$43463-80528 ’ ’
Srate Opaer iy Srare ey SO Ll e
A e oo Q27 g5 A 887 112 Apah ot 811 119
N =65 N o204 7 no63
[
Lowest Ouam!g* Vaptiee p Eogrg Upptgbop F ) gt TR | "
Eapprgnge t2N59 235 Foepieredd, b 2040 181 Poagaentr e 2185 198
Prar £, g Paa Pupn Nt Sl
<$43 463 - .
Shate Ohpwtqtotiey B FUC N UL . Stgge {Jpetaren]
At Prie P31 1109 63 Aef B 3 1054 52 e e A0 1019 KT
‘n B4 N 81 N-3
N =870 .

*Standard dewation. 2 measure of vanalion among the districts
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districts. and found that a multiplica- '

ive adpustment with a pupil count in
the denominalor 15 the most advan-
tageous for rural schools The analysis
also showed, however, that this is not
the case for all.rural distnicts The
school districts considered turalin the

research. those with fewer than 1553

students and .n regions with fewer
Lthan 23 pupils per square mile, are a
remarkably diverse group It 15 not
starpnsing to find that some rural dis-
dricts wili be better off by an income
adiustment. and others will be better
off by alternative agjustments

T

Summary

Although the research reporied In
thus bulletin 13 now complete and the
findngs have been presented to the
task force, 1t 15 clear that additional
research needs to be camed’out Itis
extreordinardy difficult to document

El

instances of inequities that affect rural
school districts using aggregate data
that are collected by the slate for
other purposes Fulure research on
rural school problems in New York
State will most hikely involve greater
emphasis on case Study types of
methodologies

fnclosing, it 1s ubeful o summarnza
the story the data tell aboul rural
schagls in New York State The re-
search shows that rural distnats spend
less on instruction than do otherwse
similar distncts, they operate with
higher te acher-pupil ratios, rural dis-
incls offer jower starting salanes to
ther teachers. they provide fewer
incentives ¢ ther teachers 1o obtain
additional waining, and they rely more
heavily on paraprofessional leacher
Aades Moreover, there are theoretical

. reasens for beliewing that rural schools

" oifer fewer specilized courses and

expect ther teachers fo peérform more
noninstructional (quasi-administrative)
{asks than do nonrural schools In

rural schools. the rate at which stu-
dents fall below riimmum competency
Jevels is relatively high And linally,
from the taxpayer s perspéctwe. evi-

" dence suggests that the fraction of

therr income that rural taxpayers
spend on education 15 as.high if not
hugher than the fraction spent in non-
rural districts

Viewed collectively, these results
ndicate that burdens exist in rurag
school distncts In lhe monihs to
come. the task force and the New
York State Legisiature will debate the

" nature and extent of the state’s res-

ponsibility 1o offset these burdens as
a part0i the effort currently undér way
to reform New York State's ?siem of -

_prowdmg state aid for educdtion
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